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economy., It would provide assistance so that the states, for example, would
not be required to cut back their ongoing operations just when the federal
government is trying to stimulate the economy through tax cuts and expenditure

.increases.' The bill has been marked up in the subcommittee but no action has
occurred in the full committee. Further action is likely later in the summer.

On the House side, Rep. L.H. Fountain (D-NC), chairman A the Government
Operations Committee's Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations and Human
Resources, plans to hold hearings in July to develop background information on
"Fiscal Relations and the American Federal System." General revenue sharing
and;counter-cydlical assistance will be considered in the course of these
hearings. See'also section on REVENUE SHARING.

Japan-US Friendship Act

On June 13, the Senate passed by voice vote and sent to the House Committee
on International Affairs a bill (S.824) that would provide for the use of
certain fUnds to promote scholarly, cultural, and artiskicjacEivities between
Japan and the United States. The measure, introduced February 25 by Sen. Jacob
Javits (R-NY) with strong bipartisan cosponsorship, would create a trust fund
with some of Lhe proceeds from the Okinawa Reversion Agreement of 1971 and funds
available in U.S. accounts in Japan which would be used for such purposes, as
support for major collections of Japanese books and libraries at U.S. colleges
and universities located throughout the U.S. and support for studies including
language studies in institutions of higher education or scholarly research in
Japan and the'..C.S. designed to foster mutual understanding between the two Coma-.

tries. The Senate also passed this bill in the 93rd Congress, but no action
occurred on the House side.

LSCA Regulations

In compliance w1,6 the Education Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-380) whith
added the requirement that a priority in funding under the Library Services and
Construction Act must be given to areas with a high concentration of persons
with limited English-speaking ability, the U.S. Office of Education issued
proposed changes to the LSCA regulations in the March 20 Federal Register,
(p. 12671). Following a period for public comment, the regulation was
published in final form in the June 12, 1975 Federal Register on p. 25013,
along with a list of suggested sources the states might use to identify
those individuals who were not born in the United States or whose native
language is other than English, as well as individuals who come from an
environment where a language other than English is dominant. The sources
listed are: (1).census data on specific states in the 1970 Census of Population;
(2) maps from the Geography Division, Bureau of the Census, 1970 - with states
And counties color-coded tor-show minorities and ethnic groups by county;
(3) bilingual data from state and local educational statistics; (4) bilingual.
data from state and local service agencies; and (5) the "Directory of Public
Elementary and Secondary Schools in Selected Districts, Enrollment and Staff
by Racial/Ethnic Groups," Fall 1972, DHEW Office of Civil Rights, OCR 74-5..
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National Institute of; Education

HR 5988, ttLe administration's bill to extend the authorizatinn,
National Institute of Education, was introduced on April 15 by Rep. John
Brademas and 23 bipartisan co-sponsors at the request of the administration.\

S. 1498, the identical measure, was introduced in the Synate by Sen. J. Glenn
Beall (R-Md.). Among priorities that would be establfg* by the bill is im-
proved'dissemination to help make more effective thqqapgioation of the resultS -
of educational research and aevelopment9 The Education ad abor ComMittee, to
which this bill was referred,' plans to undertake a study of 1I in connection ,

with its consideration of legislation to extend it. NIE was established by the
Education Admendments of 1972 (PL 92-318) And was authorized to Spend up to
$550 million over three years. Congressibnal appropriations have 'keen far beneath
the authorized ceiling. For example, in EY 1975 Congress voted to appropriate
only $70 million for NIE although'the administration had requested $134,500,000
for NIE that year.

Postal Rate8 s

On July 6, 1975, the cost of postage goes up again, not for first class;.
but for both the library rate and the special fourth-class book' rate. The f

Library rate, now 60 for the first pound and 30 for each additional pound, will
become 70 for the first and 30 for succeeding pounds. The fourth-class book .1
rate, now 180 for the first and 8e for additional, becomes 190 for the first
pound and 90 for succeeding pounds.

Meanwhile, the Postal Rate Commission is deep into Oa proceedings of its
second rate case which began in September 1973 when the I.O. Postal Service sub-
mitted requests for rate increases affecting all classes of mail. When finally
concluded, perhaps later this summer or fall, postal rates will be in for even
greater increases. The proCeeding took a drastic turn on May,28, when the Cam,
mission's chief administrative law judge announced a recommended increase that
would raise the book .rate over a period of years to 400 for the first pound art
200 for each additional pound, which amounts to a 120 percent increase over the
present first pound rate and 150 percsnt increase over the present additional
pound rate. The judge recommended t' at the library rate be increased over a
period of years to 290 for the first and 140 for each additional pound, whick
amounts to a 383 percent increase for the first pound rate and 363 percent
for the additional pound rate, over the present first-and succeeding pound-
rates.

1

The judge's recommendations are not final, and already ALA, the Association
. of American Publishers and others have filed statements w161 the Postal Rate Com-
missionqn strong opposition to the judge's initial decision. Among other things,
if his decision were allowed to stand, it would cost a library 600 for postage'
alone to receive a lk pound book by mail from a publisher, and it would cost 430
for one library to send a lk pound book to another library, or to a patron.

The next step is for the Postal Rate Commission to make its own recommendations
on rate increases. In the first proceeding, the Commissioncturned down some of
its law judge's recommended increases, but it recommended higher rates in.other
instances than had the judge. Once the Postal Rate Commission makes it recommen-
dations in this proceeding, the matter will come before the Governors of the
Postal Service. All of this will take a number of weeks or months. But one thing .

is cleaf: higher pogtal rates are in the offing.
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Librarians in all types of libraries are urged to start keeping records of
how much money is being spent for each class of postage. While this is bound to
be time-consuming and laboriousv it is extremely important that we begin to doc-
ument specifically how continually rising postal costs are affecting library ser-
vice in all parts of the country. Your help is urgently sought in keeping these
regards.

The House Postal Service Subcommittee, chaired by Rep. James Haaley,(D-NY),
began markup in mid-June of HR 2445, bill'sponsored by chairman Hanley that
would, among other things, create a federal subsidy to the Postal Service in
recognition of its public service functidns. ALA testified in aupport of this
bill a year ago and recommended additional amendments to strengthen it. Further
'subcommittee markup sessions are scheduled for early July. At this time,
a bill sponsored by Rep. William Ford (D-Mich.), to clarify existing law with
respect to second class mailing of college bulletins and catalogs and looseleaf
publicationd, may also becontidered by the Subbommittee.

Hpon ihtroduction of his bill June 19 (HR 7735), Mr. Ford" wfio is a member
of the Subcommittee noted that such publications. have been routinely
accepted as second class for many'years. "In a reversal of long-accepted policy,
however, the Postal Service has begun administrative proceedings, to revoke these
privileges because college bulletins apd Catalogs and looseleaf publicationd, it
claims, are not 'newspapers and other periodical publications' covered by second
class." Sen. Thomas Eagleton (D-Mo.) introduced on June 25 a companion bill
asVring continued second class mailing of college catalogues. His measure
(5.12015) has the bipartisan support of 29 cosponsors.

Privacy

The Privacy Act of 1974 (PL '93-579) requires federal agencies to publish
In the Federal Register rules totimplement the overall purposes of the act --
which is designed to permit an individual to determine what records pertaining
to him are collected by federal agencies and to permit him to prevent
such records from being used or made available for another purpose without
his consent -- and (2) various notices, describing the systems of records they

'keep.

On June 19, the Office of the Federal Register issued a document entitled
"Publication Guidelines for the Privacy Act of 1974," to assist federal agencies
in complying with the publication requirements of the Act. See June 19, 1975

Federal Register (pp. 25988-26013) for details.' The Privacy Act takes effect
for the first time on September 27, 1975.

The 7-member Privacy' Protection Study Commission, also authorized by
the 1974 Privacy Act, was finally constituted on June 10 when President Ford
announced his 3 appointments to the Commission. The other 4 members had
already been appointed by the Speaker of the Rouse and the President Pro

"Tempore of the Senate. Among otherthings, this Commission, which scheduled
its first meeting for !Wte 23, is to make a study of data-banks, automated
data processing programs, and information systems of governmental, regional
and private organizations in order to determine the standards,and procedures
in force for the protection of personal privacy while meeting the legitimate
needs of government and society.for information.
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broadcasting.

Similar'bills that would both authorife and ap'propriate funds for the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting are now pending before the House and Senate
Appropriations Committees (HR 6461 and S. 893), having been fayorably reported
respectively from the Douse Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and the-
Senate Committee on Commerce.

The measures would provide authorization - appropriation ceilings starting at
$88 million for FY 1976 and increasing annually to $160 million for FY 1980, with
.ate amount appropriated in any given year tied to the amount-of non-federal
financial support received by the Corporation, stations, and other public broad=
casting entities from state and local governmental and private sourcesiThe federal

-

appropriation would increase, only as nationwide non-federal support grows for public
broadcasting. The.Corporation would be required to distribute from 40 to 50 percent
of its annual appropriation directly to on-the-Air noncommercial educational

broadcasting stations (radio and televisidn) for'their programming, operation
maintenance.

Both House and Senat&bills would also authorize the Corporation for-Pub ic
Broadcasting to engage in the development and use of nonakroadcast communications-
-technologies such as cable television and communications satellites for the
distribution and dissemination of educational radio and television programs.

The House Committee on Interstate"and ForeigmSommerce, in its report on
HR 6461 (H.Rept. 94-245 part 1), "recommends that the CPB.carefully evaluate the
report on Public Broadcasting and Education which has been submitted to it by
the Advisory Council of National Organizations and serioisly consider implementing

appropriate recommendationf, especially in the areas of early childhood and adult
education." Li rarians, too, will be interested in this 114-page book'which was
published in Ma ch 1975 and is available for $1.50 from the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, 1 11 16th Street, N.W:, Washington, D.C. 20036. The American .

Library Associa ion is a member of the CPB's Advisory Council of National
Organizations, nd served as a consultant to the adult dducation task force that-
helped to devel p.this-report.

Public Service Employment (CETA VI), and Unemployment Assistance
0

.,Congress is now working to extend through FY 1976 the Emeigency Jobs
Program authorized by title VI of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act

(CETA VI). This program was enacted December 31; 1974 (PL 93-567) to combat
growing national unemployment by creating transitional public service employ-,
ment. It was an emergency one-year measure With $2.5 billion authorized for
the program in FY 1975.

,,With the Act due to expire June 30; 1975 (although there .is money in
the pipeline to continue the jobs prOgr-am for the time being), the House Sub-
committee on Manpower, Compensation, and Health and Safety, after 9 days of
hearings, marked up on June 19 HR 2584 which is now awaiting further action in _

bhe full Education and Labor Committee. As approved by the subcommittee, the
bill would extend CETA title VI through FY 1976 and authorize 0 billion for
the program.
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Ssieral substantive changes to the present program are recommended by
the subcommittee. Among other thingp, private nonprofit organizations offering
public services, local school boards, and other units of local government would
be eligible employers of title VI employees, and potential. employers would be
'required.to compete for the manpower funds. This process was dasigned by the
subcommittee to cut down on thelpolitical patronage that has accompanied the
CETA VI programs in some areas. The subcommittee bill would require each prime
sponsor to establish an advisory committee to evaluate applications submitted
by a wide range of potential employers. The measure would also increase the
present 410,000 salary limitation to $12,000 for up to one-third of the CETA
VI employees in any given 'prime sponsor,area. The existing salary limitation.
'would apply to the remaining two-thirds.

e

On the Senate-side;'a number of bills have, been introduced to extend
CETA title VI, (S. 1695, S. 609, S.767), and heatings have been concluded in
the Subcommittee on Employment, Povertyt and Migrato24y Labor chaired!by Seri.
Gaylord Nelson (D-Wis.). Bubcommittee.mark-up Of the legislation is expected
during the month of July. A

Both House and Senate have passed legislation 'OR 6900 amending and
extending two'programs enacted by Congress last Decekber to, deal.witli the un-
emplOyment crisis: (1) the supplemental benefits program to aid the long7term
unemployed who had exhausted their entitlements under the regular unemployment
compensation program; and (2) the Special UbeMployment Assistance program
(SUA)11(FT, 93-567), which provides unemployment dssistance benefits for worker's
who arlainot protected by any existing federal or state unemployment compensation.
Conferees are expected to resolve differences between, the two versions of HR 6900
.either just before or after theJuly.4 recess.

Public Works

On May 20, the Howse passed by a vote of 313-86 the Local.Public Works
Capital Development and Investment Act of 1975 (HR 5247), which would authorize
$5 billion for local public works projects. Priority would be given to projectp.
that can be started,without .delay in areas of high unemployment. Libraries are
specifically cited in the committee report accompanying, the bill (H.Rept. 94-203)
as projects that would be eligible for funding under the measure. ALA in testimony
submieted to the House Public Works and Transportation Committee supporting the
bill had requested "that the Committee report explicitly state the eligibility of
public libraries. This is essential because of a tendency onthe part of the
federal bureaucracy to narrowly define such terms as 'public facilitieS' to exclude
public libraries. For example, much time and effort were recently required on the
part of communities throughout the country as well as Members of Congress," ALA
told the committee," to correct coimmnity development block grant regulations which'
ha erroneously excluded public libraries."

The senate Public tiorles Subcommittee on Economic DevelopMent, chaired'by Sen.
Joseph Montoya (D-100 held hearings on thd House- passed bill in May along with
S..1587, a bill sponsored by Sen. Montoya'that would provide increased,authori-
zations for the Public Works and Economic Development Act and add new.authorizations
to PWEDA to increase the federal share for federally-assisted projects which can
have immediate impact on economic activity. Subcommittee markup of S. 1587 was\
completed June 19 and the measure is now pending in the full Public Works Committee
where further action is not expected until aftel'i the July 4 congressional recess. l\
(See section on INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS for another approach to unemployment
and recession being developed in the Government Operations Committee.
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On Aprilr28, President Forebransmitted to' Congress the proposed State and
local Fiscal Assistance Act AMendments of 1975 (H,Doc. 94-117),his recomnenda-
ti46 for amendments.to and extenaion of the general revenue, haring program,
which expires on December 31, 1976. "t strongly recommend," the 1resident said,
"that the Congress act to continue this highly successu1 aid important new
element of American Federalism well in advance.of the expiration date, in order
-that State and local governments can make sound fiscal plans." President 'Ford.
went on to say that the general revenue sharing, "program has been a resounding
success." Since its enactment,.he noted, general revenue sharing has provided
nearly $19 billion to Systates and some 32,000 local governtients -- 'money
which these' governments could use as they saw fit to meet their priority needs,."

The admiilistration,bill vipp then introduced in the House (HR 6558) by
ReP.L.H. Foutttain (D-NC), chairman of the Government.Cperationl Subcommittee on
Intdrgovernmental Relationf aid Human Resources which has jurisdiction over
general revenue sharing; ',mud. -in the Senate (S..1625) by Senator William Hathaway
.(D-Me.), chairman of the qenate Finance Committee's Subcommittee on Revenue
Sharlag. In general, it woula continue revenues"haring as it now exists,
authorizing the program through September 30, 1982, and continuing the $150
million annual increase provided:in the existing law. From January 1, 1977
throigh September 30, 1982', die Ford proposal would authorize $39.85 billion
in'general revenue sharing, :Tnia cpmpareswith:030.2 billion authorized for
the first 5 years of the program.

Sen. Hathatoes subcommittee held hearings:on operating experiences under
the general revenue sharing program in midl.blay,*d plans to hold additional
hearings later. Upon introduction of the administration bill, Sen. Hathaway
noted his opinion that "it.; ,too early to draw a final conclusion about the
advisability of renewing.tbisprogram, or aboutNhat,form that renewal should
take. Although in,the eyes of most local offidi'als the program appears to be
a success, the hearing's we have already held beige the Finance Committee's sfq!
Subcommitteeon Revenue 'Sharing have shown that ciany of those outside of local
government circles'were somewhat less than effuve in their praise of revenue
sharing. I feel we need more hearings from a somewhat hroader'spectrum of
witnesses before we can.decide what should be dOne with this program."

Rep. Fountain's subcommittee has schedided,seneral background hearings
for July to consider the topicof..fiscal relatqns and the,American federal
system. Both general revenue sharing and countdr-cyclical assistance will be
considered in the course of these hearings whiCh will not be focused on specific
bills but upon broad issues. (See seepion.cin WERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS for
more information on .counter- cyclical assistanc0i)

The Joint Economic Committee's Subcommit4e for Fiscal Policy, chaired by
Rep. Richard Bolling (D -Mo.) has also pursueethe subject of revenue sharing.
Hearings were held on June 24 and 25 to focus on evaluations of the present

.

distribution formula of the State and Local Fiscal Assistewce Act and on
sdggested alternatives. In announcing_these hearings Repi!Bolling stated:
"While there are many important issues related to the.general revenue sharing
program, none will receive or warrant as muchConsideratio as the distribution
formula. The question of whichjurisdictions*ould be eltgible, what criteria
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should be used in allocating the fundi and what incentives should be' incorporated
in the formula are central to the efficacy of the program." . ,

In summary, while there is congressional action and considerable talk on
revenue sharing, n.ither House nor Senate has taken systematic,action to amend and
extend the State and Local Fiscal Assittance Act.

The U.S. Office 9f Revenue Sharing recently published two pamphlets which
provide some on libraries and general revenue 'sharing. The first,
dated February 1975 s entitled General ReOhnue Sharing: Reported Uses 1973-
1971+: A Tabulation and Analysis of Data from Actual Use Report 4. Among other things ,

this 48-page'booklet shows that some.34000 units of state and local government
have reported spending abbut.$82 million`of their general revenue sharing dollars
for'pUbliclibraries in fiscal year 1974. Some $16 million or 44 percent of the
total went for capital experiditures, with the remaining $56 million or 56 percent
for operating,and maintenance expenses. The library dollarsrepresent about 1,
percent of all revenue sharing received by state and lobal Obernmets during
this period.

.

The other report, dated,March'1, 1975, is entitled Second Annual Report of
the Office of Revenue Sharing. This 50-page booklet presents a table showing '

use of revenue sharing funds reported by states and local governments from
January I,' 1972 when the gdneral revenue 'sharing program began, through Jude 30,

t. 1974. In thit two-and. -half-year period, the governmental units reported spending
$101 million of their general !Venue sharing for libraries with $6 million of this
spent by the states, and $95 nuld by ],kcal governments. Public safety,
education, tranaPortation, and env ronmental protection, health, and general
governmental multi-purpose expenses received the.bulk of revenue sharing dollars.
Librariet fall at the bottom, with only about 1 percent of gene.ral revenue

6
sharing. 4

Both reports are available from the 9aVernment Printing Office,.

Taxation

A number of bills haNie been introduced in Congress this year'dealing
with tax deductions for charitable contributions to institutions such as
libraries and museums. S. 1435 introduced by Sen. Jacob Javits (R-NY) on
April 15, and HR 6057-, an identical bill introduced April 16 by Rep. John
Brademas (D-Ind,), would allow artists and authors to deduct 75 percent of
the market value of their works donated to charitable institutions. The
deduction would apply only to their art-related.income. Explaining the
rationale of his bill Sen. Javits said: "I believe that the value of
important contributions'of major works of art to our museums, libraries,
universities, and other cultural institutions will far outweigh the modest
revenue lost -- estimated at under $10 million per year -- to the Federal
Government." The Javits-Brademas, bills were referred to the Senate Finance
Committee and the House Ways and Means Committee:, Neither Sen. Javits'nor
Rep. Brademas are members of these committees.. Both introduced the same
legislation in the last Congress, but no action was taken by the 'committees.

Other bills that would allow tax deductions for the donation of literary,
musical or artistic works to cultural institutions such as libraries have been
introduced by Rep. Edward Koch (D-NY)-,,,!- for example, MI 585; HR 6829 --amid
these; too, have been referred to the;Ways and Means Committee :1- However, Mr.
Koch is not a member of the committee.

,
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Meanwhile, hearings on tax reform began JUne 23 in the House Ways and
Means Committee` chaired by Rep. Al Ullman (D-Ore.), but the subject of

' charitable contribution deductions will not be considered in the first phase
40' these hearings scheduled to conclude by the end of July, with committee
markup of'a tax reform bill early in September. The hearings began with a
general discussion of approaches to tax reform and to simplification and
restructuring of the tax laws, presumably designed to assist the many new
members of the Ways and Means Committee ip familiarizing themselves with the
complicated subject matter. Administration witnesses are scheduled to testify
July 8 and 9, and members of the interested public later In July. Tax shelters
and minimum tax, tax simplification, capital gains and losses, and extension of
the individual tax reductions pfavided by the Tax Reduction Act of 1975 (PL 94-12),
are amont subjects to be covered in the first round of hearings.

The second phase of the hearings, scheduled now to begin in November after
the committee has developed a bill from the first hearings, will cover a wide
range of other subjects, including tax-exempt organizations and private foundations, V

charitable contribution deductions,. tax-exempt state and municipal bonds, and
tax treatment of annuities. Details of the subjects to be covered in each of the
bearings are in a committee print available from the House Ways and
Meads Committee entitled:. "Press Release Announcing Panel Discussions, Testimony
from the'Administratiou, and Testimony from the Interested Public ... on Tax
Reform Beginning on June 23, 1975."

In 1973 during Ways and Means Committee hearings on tax reform, ALA submitted
'testimony to the committee calling.attention to the marked,decline in manuscript
donations that libraries have received since enactment of the Tax Reform Act of
1969 and urging restoration of the tax deduction based on fair market value which
had previously been granted to authors wbo donated their manuscripts to qualified
libraries Sand other nonprofit institutions. But pension reform and trade legisla-
tion took first priority with thd Ways and Means Committee at that, time apd little
tax reform work was accompliihed in the 93rd Congress.

.

White House Conference on Library EInformation Services

a

P1 93-568 specified'that the National C6 mission on Libraries and In=
formation Science will. plan and conduct the White.House Conference, and a 28-
member advisory committee is to be appointed to, assist the Commission. The
advisory committee is to be composed of:

- -five persons appointed by the President Pro Tempore of the Senate
--five persons appointed by the Speaker of the House
- -at least three members of the National Commission, appointed by'the
chairman

,

--no more than 1.5 persons appointed by the President of the United States

The'following persons have been appointed to serve on the Advisory
Commptee:

The Honorable Jacob Javitsf4.S.4Senator from New York
J.C. Redd, businessman from .Jackson, Mississippi
John T Short,-president-elect, American Library Trustee Association of

Avon, Connecticut

Margaret Warden, state senator and library trustee, Great Falls, Montana
Virginia Young, Chairman, Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education,

Columbia, Missouri
-- all appointed by thePresiden t Pro Tempore of the Senate

.0
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The Honorable William D. Ford, U.S. Representative from'Michigan
Allie Beth Martin, director of Tulsa City-County Library, Tulsa, Oklahoma,

president-elect, American Library Association
Michael Arthur McCarron, director of Lexington Books, a division of D.C.
. .Heath, Lexington, Massachusetts--
Geneithalit, of'New York City, panelist on NBC's Today Show'
Jean Hurley Simon, former member of Illinois Assembly, wife of U.S. Repre-

,

sentative'paul Simon, of Carbondala, Illinois
-- all appointed by the Speaker of the,House

Louis A. Lerner, publisher, Lerner Home Newspapers, Chicagb, Illinois
Bessie Boehm Moore, coordinator, Economic and Environmental Education,

State Department of Education, Little Rock, Arkansas
Sohn E. Velde, Jr.; businessman, Pekin, Illinois and Hollywood, California
-- all members of the National Commission on Libraries and Information

Science, appointed to the White House Confezence Advisory Coaimittee by
the NCLIS chairman

The President of the United States has not yet made his appointments to
the Advisory Council. See'section on APPROPRIATIONS for WHCOLIS funding.

National CounissNpon Libraries and Information Science

Just as this.report was going to press, the House of Representatived debated

and/passed on June 25 the FY 1976 Labor-HEW appropriations bill (HR 8069) which
provides $409,000 for the National Commission for FY 1976, the same amount the
Commission received for FY,1971 but a reduction of $93,000 from the budget requett.

The House Appropriations Committee said it "denied the request for four new positions

because it is not convinced that itjis desirable to increase the existing staff of the

Commission." The Appropriations Committee recommendation was a blow to the Commission

which is counting upon its full budget request in order to hire additional staff
to conduct in-house research in preparation for the implementation phase of its

national program: The Senate Appropriations Committee is not expected to mark up'

its version of the Labori41EW bill until after ,the Jiffy 4 recess.

Attachments Funds for Library - Related Programs (table dated June 1975
Status of Legislation Chart dated June 25, 1975

American Library Association
Washington Office

June 25, 19 75
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*Elementary and Secondary Education Mt

FY 1976 FUNDS FOR LIBRARY-RELATED PROGRAMS
Forward Funding for FY '77 where applicable),

ti

FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1976 Sousa/
Appropriation Budgett/ Action

FY 1976 Senate?)
Action

- Educationally Deprived Children
II - School Library Resources

$1,876,000,000
95,250,000

$1,900,000,0001/ .$- 0 -1/

4/
2,050,000,00Q-

-0 -4/
$2,050,000,000

- 0 -
III - Suppl. Education Centers 6,Guid. 120,000,000 - 0 -1/ -0 -
/V -8 - Libraries 6 Learning Resources 137,330,0001/, 141,333,0001/ 147,330,000
IV-C - Education innovation and Support
V - Staee Education Departments 39,425,000

172,888,0001!
0 - 1/

172,888,0004/
. 0 - 4/

172,888,000
-

VII - Bilingual Education Mt 85,000,000 70,000,000 95,270,000 100,270,000
IX - Ethnic Heritage 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,8G0,000

Educ. Handicapped Children (state grants) 100,000,000 50,000,0001/ 110,000,000 4/ 110,000,000
Metric education 7,090,000 2,090,000 2,090,000
Gifted & talented 2,560,000 2,560,000 2,560,000
Women's educational equity 0 - 6,270,000 6,270,000 6,270,000
Career education 10,000,000 10,135,000 10,135,000 10,135,000
Library Services and Construction Act 51,749,000 10,000.000 51.749,000 51,749,000Title I - Library Services 49,155,000 10,000,000 49,155,000 49,155,000

II - Public Library Construction
- 0 - - 0, -'

III - Interlibrary Cooperation 2,594,000 2,594,000 2,594,000IV - Older Readers Services
- 0 -

Library'Partnership Mt /(proposed) 20,000,000 - 0 - - 0 -
National Defense Education Mt
Title III-A - Equip, & Minor Remodeling 21,750,000 14,125,000 . 0 .4/ - 0 -

VI - - Language Development 11,300,000 8,640,000 11,300,000 15,300,000
Higher Education Mt
Title I - - Community Service Program

II-A - - College Library Resources
14,250,000
9,975,000

- o
- Q--

10,000,000
9,975,000

14,250,000

9,975,000
II -8 - - Library Training 2,000,000 - - 0 - 2,000,000

- Research and Demonstrations 1,000,000 - 0 - - 0 - 1.000,000
Titles II-A 6 B total 12,975,000 - 0 - 9,975,000 12,975,000

1:-C - - LC Acquisitions 6 Cataloging 9,365,000 9,748,000 9,653,391JV Pending
III - Developing Institutions 110,000,000 110,000,000 110,000,000 110,000,000
V-E - EPDA Fellowships (Higher Educ. 2,100,000 - 0 - - 0 - 0 -
VI-A - - Undergrad, Equipment & Matls. 7,500,000 - 0 - ' 0 - 15,000,000

National Institute of Education 70,000,000 80,000,000 80,000,000 70,000,000
Postsecondary Ednc, Innovation Fond, 11,500,000 17,500,000 13,500,000 13,500,000
State Postsecondary Educ. Commissions 3,000,000 - 0 - 3,000,000 5,000,000
Adult Education Mt (state grants) 67,500,000 67,500,000 71,500,000i/ 71,500,000
National Reading Improvement 12,000,000 12,000,000 12.000,000 22,000,000
Older Americans Mt
Title III - Community Programs

IV - - Training and Research
105,000,000
15,000,000

96,000;000
7,000,000

dafterred://

IX - - Community Service Employment 12,000,000 - 0 - 30,000,000 7/ 30,000,000 2/
Educational Broadcasting Facilities 12,000,000 7,000,000 10,000,000 15,000,000
National Library of Medicine 22,515,000 22,482,000 22,482,000 8/ pending
Medical Library Assistance Act 6,333,000 6,333,000 'pending

Natl. Commission on Libraries and Information
National Center for Educ. Statistics

Sc. 409,000
9,060,000

502,000
16,665,000 164,00i,E://

pending
13,000,000

GPO Superintendent of Documents 36,765,000 36,976,000 36,765,7005/ pending
Indian Education Mt 42,000,000 42,055,000 pending' 9/ pending
Library of'Congress 98,990,00d 120,032,100 114434,8005/ pending
Arts and humanities '159,000,000 175,000,0nn pending 1/ pending
White House Conference on Library

and Information Services - o - - 0 - -0- 3,501,000

FY 1977 budget is'shown instead, for forwarded funded programs such as ESEA IV.
Unless otherwise noted, HR 5901 House-passed FY 1976 educ. approps. bill.
Unless othtrwise noted, HR 5901 as reported from Sen. Appropa. Committee.
FY 1977 approps. Are included in HR 5901 for forwarded funded piograna. FY 1976
funds were provided for these programs in FY 1975 supplemental (PL 93-554).
HR 6950, FY 1976 legis. branch appropriations as passed by. House.
Appropriation deferred pending enactment of authorization.
FY 1976 appropriation provided by continuing resolution.
FY 1976 Labor -HE'l approps. (HR 8069)'sa reported from House Approps..Committee.

To be included in approps.,'for Interior 6 related agencies not yet introduced.

American Library Association
Washington Office '
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nampocrioN *eh

During the past decade, .pioneer efforts in instructional computing in

colleges of medicine have been.catalyzed,by administrators who were responsive

to computer-assisted instruction (CAI} development. Initially, the thrust

the development function was construction of interactive Computing systems:

the major cost 8-enter was hardware. TbdAy, the thrust of the development effort

is provision of a repertoire of quality programs, particularly for clpiical
,

educatitn: the major cost center is program production.
,

I

As with the development of early prototypic interactive system6, tie

I'- ' l a

sutip4 of. current and future program production efforts is contingent upon

substantial administrative support. Moreover, the' economic dilemmas and

accountability pressures facing medical education suggest that #uchcommitaPnt

will not be fOrtheoming unless the medical,school Administrator perceives CAI

as educationally effective, cost savinq,,technology. r

While.some authorities predict that CAI will pray a significant role in

the future of Medical education, other's assert that wideSpread use of CAI in

health science education, and higher educatiOn in general, will be contingent

upon resolti.on of several human/technical prbblemS. Studies by Levi et. 'al.

: [I], Luskin [2], and Anastasio and Mbrgan [3], as well as,commentari

urow [in:suggest that one of the greatest impediments to,Idespreaa

in education is the lack of high quality curriculum mate'als",v;hich

by Stol-

.of CAI

loit the

unique capabilities of the computerr-for elcample, CAI prdgrarrs that utilize

simulation, dialogue or inquiry mode to teach comple7x ellectual 'ils.

3

4
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Other issues ihtegrallyrelated to course development include questions

about who will author programs, incentives for faculty participation in pro-

gram production, models for distribution/use of CAI in place of conventional

mode's of instruction, evaluation of the educational effectiveness of programs

and training programs.

A major obstacle. to accelerated use of CAI in rrAicai education, partieu-
,

larly in clinical instruction, is the lack of expliCit'data on (1) cost factors
,

.which influence production of prOgrams'and (2) the atti s of aduinistratcrs

toward pertinent cost considPrations. Thd paucity ofd a in these areas ham-

pexs both instructional decision-making and.the acquisition of administrative

support for CAI development.

The major purpose of this study was to Identify and compare'the attitudes

of medical.

&lotion of

school administrators ,toward six cost factors relevant to the pro,

sdphIsticated clinical programs in schools which offer, expect to

offer, or do not expect td offer CAI. The six factors were:

centives, distribution, replacement; evaluatich and training.

as instructional prograMs utilizing dialogue, inquiry; Or simula

authorship, in-

CAI was defined

tier) models to

the'Clinical err

a

teach complex intellectual Skills.pertinent to the mastery of

counter. In addition; the study was designedf(Wto orient medical school

administrators to costsoonSiderations pertinent to the development of sophis-
,

ticatea clinical programs; (2) 'to provide a dlta base fdr dbtainilig administra:

tive commitment to production of scphisticated'clinical progips; and (3) to

.facilitate .the planning of change in the field of CAI. .

METHODOLCGY ta

Th4Opopulaticn of the study was'gcmpcsed of the deans aid dean appointees

of the 115 colleges of medicine located in the United. States._ Seventy-throe

per cent responded to the mailing; however, only 68 per cent of tharespondents

(79 total) actually'completed the instrument. Of these 79,*there were 48 in

4
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the group presently offering CAI, 23 whcf intended to. offer CAI, and 8 who did

not anticipate ,offering

Thp characteristics of each grouplof administrators Varied with group

membership. For ii.natance, two-thirds of the adminietrators,in medical schools,
,

which already offered CAI had broad computer- related experience. They had

authored programs, designed 'CAI software or directed CAI systems or

.
.

data processing units, trained u."' used the computer for administrative
A

istrators

,

support and participated in curriculum design. Conversely, the adian

in medical schools expecting to ciffer CAI lied limited muter- related expel--
,

4

.. . 4-.

lance. Administrators in medichoois which did not expect to offer CAI

were least familiar with instructional computing.

Survey research teChniques were used to determine4th.e.attitudes of admdn-

istrators toward the six cost factors. Since no appropriate instrument existed,

an Attitude sc...A! was- constructed using the Likert Method of Summated Patipgs.

Implementation of this method included the following steps:

. oollectibn of a preliminary pool of items
related to the cost factors under investigation;

content validation o the opinion pool by, a jury
of experts; .

construction and pilbt'adMinistraibri of the pre,
liminary scalp; and

performanbe of several Item analyses to provide
data for/ construction of an improved instrument
and,the final scale.

.The final instrument was composed bf 28sattithriP statements or six sub-

scales which corresponded to'the aforementioned cdst issues, fbur additional

items and an identification

Lthe 4ubsca1es,_14-lenSterpped

field of three 'items The reliability of each of

up to 40 items by the Sp -Brown formula,

ranged froli .60 to .93. "Table 1 surmariz4s the reliability indices.

[
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insert Table 1 here

A

6 .

Illiobjective of:each of the six subscales is discussed belay.

uthorship Subscale - Essentially, the authorship subscale was designed

to identify what medical school administrators perceived as the moseeffeptive

means of authoring programs. The subscale also addressed updating programs

aril prerequisites for faculty involvement in authorship of programs.

'Incentives Subscale - The incentives subscale was designed to'identify the

attitudes of medical school administrators toward two kinds of incentives:

professional recognition and released time.

Distribution Subscale - The purpose of the subscale was to determine the

opinions of administrators of medical Achcols regarding (1) available infor-
.

mation,on CAI programs, (2) cost-effOctiveness as a requirement for distribu-
i

tion of programs, (3) wht organizational arrangement should be responsible for

the distributfonprocess, (4) what, body should be responsible for the identi-

fication of programs which qualify for distribution, and'(5) what standardi-

zatiOn efforts would facilitate widespread distribution of programs.

Replacement Subscale - Replacement referred to the use of clinical programs

in place' of conventional approaches to instruction. The primary purpose of

the subscale was to determine if administrators felt that costLeffectiveness,

faculty acceptance, apa a long lead-tiMe shOuld be requirements for replacement.

Inaddition, the subscAle was assigned to question the impact of CAI cost savings

on the hiring of faculty.

Evaluation Subscale - The evaluation subscale contained four items related

to the role of education in the total. CAI effort and to which subsystems of the



5

university should participate in the evaluation process. Specifically, the
5

subscale was designed to determine whether administrators felt that evalua-

,

tic* should be an integral part of the total production process (including

initial planning acti4ities.ang.rocedures related.tedesign, development,

iMplementation and maintenance) and whether students should participate in

progrqrsi assessuent.

Training Subscale --The training subscale dealt with planried and system -

atic activities for orienting 'faculty nenblers, adMinistrat9)s and other users

to the information required for effective use of CAI or participation in

various phases of the production process. It was designed to determine whether

administrators of medical schools felt that, development and diffusion ofeCAI

' would require special trainingprograms. In addition, the subscale posed,ques-

tions regarding that the content of such programs should include, what the

major objective of the program's would be, and the role Of computer scientists

in training nedical faculty to write programs.

VP
RESULTS

The major hypothesis of the was that the attitudes of administrators

nedical schools which offered (Group 1), expected to of,j.eGroup 2), or did

not expect to offer (Group 3) CAI toward the six post factors woad not differ

significantly.

Since the three groups were being pared on six dependent measures,

multivariate analysis of variance (MANCAU) was used to test for equality of

dispersion and centroids [5]. Because of the sizeable disciepancy between the N

of Group 3 (8) and that of Groups 1 and 2 (48 and 23, respectively), the

equality of dispersion among the three groups of administrators Was computed,

to determine whether thgveriance-covariance matrix of Group 3 was significantly
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different fried that of the other two groups. The test for the

persion among the groups indicated that the populations of all three gr,

ty .dis- _

had similar variance-covariance matrices (P=0.91, df=42/1352, p>.05). The
.

Observed differences among centroids IdereirlOt statistically significant
4 . f

/ (F=0.75, df=12/142, p>.05).

Generally, all three groups of Administrators tended agree that

. facuitymmicers'should have primary responsibility
for writing programs as part of a production team
structure;

. new incentives such as'professional,recognition and
released time would be required to:encourage faculty
participation in program production;

.. distribution and replaceneht are cost issues which
might or night not be relevant to production of programs;'

. -evaluation should be an essential element in the total,
production process; and

. training for faculty authors would be-required if
qtality programs are to be developed.

Subscales

In this section, an abbreviated despriptionbf items is pres d along

withrthe associated data by group.}, Since the respomescontinu the in-

--

strument contained five alternative, positions -- strongly agree, ac r e, uncertain',

disagree, and 4rongly disagree-nUmerical values were assigned ass, 4, 3, 2,

and 1 respectivply. Consequently, a favorable attitude was re 1.11 a

value close to 5 and an unfavorable attitude in a value close « lj A score of

3.0 reflected uncertainty.,

-J
The assumed midpoint of.eadh interval (4.5,.3.5, 2.5, and )iwas bsed

to determine the intenbity of an attitude which fell between t a vals. If an

attitude fell beyond a Midpoint, the next alternative respon
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interpret the score. On the contrary, if an attitude fell below a midpoint;

the preceding alternative response was used' to interpret the score.

Table 2 summarizes the total means, standard deviations, and Iikert-scale

equivalent neans for-the three

listing was; consistently Group'

groups. In reporting the sores, the order of

1, Group-2, and Group 3 respectively.

insert Table 2 here

IP

Authorship Subscale - The Likert-scale equivalent means for the total-

subscale were 3.68, 3.63, and 3.56. These scores suggested that administra-4,
z

tors in all three.types of institutions tended to believe that faculty .nembers

should have major responsibility for writing and updating the content of pro-

grams, and further, that faculty authors can t perform as part of a team'

of production specialists.

One item dealt with faculty, orientation as a'reguirementfor authorship.
1

Groups, 1 and 2 questioned broad faculty orientation to CAI as a requirement for

faculty participation in the authorship process, whereas Grotp 3 tended to

disagree. Perhaps the Uncertainty suggested by these scores reflected'the

difficulties involved in finding persons with the appropriate authorship skills.

Incentives Subscale - In this instance the data suggested that achinistra-

tors in all three groups recognized the inadequacy of -existing reward systems

and the need for new incentive systems if faculty members were to play an active

role in program production; The Likert-scale equivalent means were.4.21, 3.97,

and 4.12:

Two-- thirds of the administrators in Group 1 had authored programs .4, w:11

as participated in other aspects of CAI development. Since these adani:._. _trate.. _

9
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were more award of the time requirement for authoring programp--an estimated

50 to 200 development hours for one CAI hour--it was "predicted that the, admin-

istrators in Group 1 would have a higher regard for released tine than' admin-

istrators in Groups 2 and 3. Similarly; one might have guessed that adminis-:

trators.in schools which were planning to offer CAI (Group 2) would have had

a more favorable attitude toward released time than administrators in Group 3.

The descriptive statistOs for the associated item suggetted that stra-

.

tors in Groups 1 and 3 tended to agree that released time would be a useful

incentive for faculty participation in program production, while these in Group

2 tended to be uncertain. Consequently, contrary to prediction, the admin-

,

istrators in Group 3 had a more favorable attitude toward released time than

either Group 1 or 2.

. That this prediction appeared not to have been sustained may suggest that

the heavy patient care and research responsibilities of clinical faculty mill-
,.

tategainst the use of released time as an incentive fOr faculty involvement

in writing Programs. In addition, the uncertainty evident in the scores of -all

Ilkonthree groups of administrators suggests that-the administrators question the

amid feasibility of Obtaining released time'during a pelicd of general

"belt-tightening."

Distribution Subscale - The Likert-scale equivalent means for the three

groups of administrators were 3.47, 3.52, and 3.49. This suggests that all
r

three groups of administrators questioned the relevance of ditribition to pro -

duction of sophisticated clinical programs. Here again, the uncertainty ex-
,

pressed by the participants may reflect the uncertainty in thefield,of CAI in

the health professions genaally about what cost specifications would

effective di;psiontf program. One could use rational argument tip, pz(

4 that the current plight of.medical education would force medical school
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administrators to perceive cost-effectiveness as a major criterion for dis-

tributian. However, the results do not substantiate this all three groups

appeared uncertain about the.matter.

A major hindrance to,widespread distribution of programs is the lade of

,t transportabi ty of proirams. CAI delivery systems and languages vAy from'

institution to stitutian. Items dealing with transportability and standardi-
.

zation of languages addressed to this issue suggested that programs should be

transferrable from hardware syttem to hardware system and that standardization

..9f languages would enhance transferability of courseware. 4

IC:

The results indircated that the three groups of adrilinistrAors favored the

roduction of. programs which could be used an various hardware systems to fa-''
1

cilitate widespread distribution of programs. All three groups also appeared'

to agree that same standardization of languages would be a reasonable require-

.

ment for diffusion efforts.

Three items dealt with information dissemination, use of professional

review boards or identifying programs which qualify for production, and rigor-

ous testing of-programs as a requirement for distribution. According to the

results, Groups 1 and 3 appeared to question whether information dissemination

had been a major obstacle to widespread distribution of programs`while Group 2
4

tended to agree with the item. All three groups of administratiTs questioned

whether professional revir boards should play an evaluative role with respect

to selection of programs which qualify for marketing; however, they appeared to
4.,
agree that rigorous testing should precede distribution of programs.

In light of the financial state of'most medical Schools and the heavy time

fitments of clinical faculty, it seemed reasonable to predict that adminis-

ator s in the three sample groups would not have opposed private control of the

ssemination function. However, the, results of the item dealing with ccumercial

(
a.
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versi]s)discipline-based control revealed that administrators in all three

groups tended x be uncertain about the matter. The indecision of the groups

may be related to, the public versus private issue ,or, perhaps, to general pn-

ceriainty about the requirements for effective dissemination of a new technology.

Replacement Subscale - The Likert -scale equiValent means for the total

scores obtained were 3.21, 3.32, and 3.27. In this instance, the mean scores

for, each sample group were closer to 3.0, the numerical value assigned for un-

certainty, than 3.5, the numerical valtie assumed for the midpoint between, the

agreement-uncertainty interval. The scores demonstrate; then, that adminis-

trators in.all three groups were uncertain about the role of replacement in the 6

diffusion recess.

Sinpe replacement.is prediated upon the acceptance of dhange, this was not

a surprising finding. In aldition, in light of the dichotomous nature of,con-

trol in universities, the question becomes this: what kinds of changes in the

decision-making apparatus of the medical school will be required tolnsure tHat

the cost savings possible through use of sophisticated programS can be realized?

Two items addressed cost-effectiveness as a requirement for replacing tra;--

ditional instruction and .decelerating the rate of acquisition of new faculty

as CAI cost savings resulted. There appeared to be conflicting viewpoints re-

garding both of these issues. That is, Groups 2 and 3 tended to support use of

cost-effectivenesS as dx-equirement for replacement; while Group 1 tended to be

uncertain. In respect to faculty hiring policy, Groups 1 and 2 appeared 40 oppose

deceleration of the rate c) acquisition of new faculty, while Group 3 tended to

be uncertalm., Of course, the small size of N for Group 3 may have distorted the

results for individual items.

Results of an item dealing'with replacement versus the use of alternative

resources suggested that clinical program substituted for conventional nodes
4
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of Instruction such 'as books, 'lectures, and' dernaistrAtions.
/

all three groups tended to be uncertain about s. However,
4.

Administrators in

the scored for.

" Groups 1 and 3 were very 'close to 2.5,. the midpoint for the disagree-uncerbiinty

interval; whereas, for the total subscale, tie scores for all three groups fell
, .

within the uncertainty-agree interval.

Evaluaiion Subssale 4 The Likert-scale equi4alent means. for the

obtained for the groups on the evaluation subscale were 4.24; 4.27, A ,.25..

These 1results suggested that administrators in all three groups affirmed that

evaluation was' .a critical issue. Specifically,, the administrators tended. to

'concur that evaluation should be a key concern for initial planning to ApleL

Mentatiaw, that demonstration of the educational eifectiveness of programs would

accelerate administrative and faculty acceptance of programs; and that students

should participate in the assessment of programs.

The level of agreement for evaluation ,probably reflec (1) the desire of

medical administrators to prevent recurrence of the uncontrolled growth and

development which precipitated the current fiscal dilemma in medical education
".4

and (2) their conCern.for the need to document the soundness of atministrative/,

instructional. decisibns'.

Training Subscale - All three:grCups of.administrators.felt that training

programs were needed. The Likert scale eqUivalentutons were 3.82, 3.83, and

3.83.
o

"Because CAI is a developing technology, modes and procedures for develpp-
,

mentand implementaLon are still unfolding. Since the authorship process for

CAI is quite different- Nam ti at for provision of traditional course materials,
J.-,

faCult7,, Inters interested in participating in, program production require orien-

tation to the computer ithelf,,as well as procedures for writing, and formatting
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content. The items dealing with training inProgi-anming-languages, instruc-

tional theory, and the use of `computer scientists with medical training-as

trainers of faculty raise qrstions abbot specific requirements far,sudh

training program. -

The results cerning programming languages andinstruotional thendry'

suggest that the content of training programs Should include than. It was also

4

suggested that computer scientists with medical training can he effective trainers.
4 r

One item?dealt with the fact that trivial uses of thercratpurter eNistbe-

cause faculty are not sufficiently oriented to the oqjpabilities of the computer

as a teaching instrument. The mean scores forthe groups suggested that all

three. of adminiStratbrs tended to agree With this.
912,

Additional items - Fair items were excluded from the inferential analysis

because they substantially weakened the reliabilities of the subscales. These

items related to indefinite faculty Control of programs, the role of studffits in'

the evaluation process, transferability as a criteri6n for professional retog-
,

nitiligaild the role of medical faculty in planning traihing programs.

Administrators in Groups 1 and3 opposed indefinite control of programs

b'faculty authors; however, Group 2 tended to' be uncertain. All three groupS'

.Of administrators se:aged to feel that students should bejficouraged to author

programs, One item. reccnrmulded that only programs which were compatible with ,

institutions should qualify for professional

that the administrators in Groups 1 and 3

the hardware systems of a number of

recognition.. The results suggested

were opposed to transferabili as a requisite factOr for professiohal recog-

nition; hOwever, Group 3 tended tcibe uncertain.

Regarding the, item that Caressed the role of medical faculty in planning

training programs, for facultytit was interesting to note that all three groups

of administrators were' uncertain about this.

14
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Although the canputer-teiatea , experience'of the administrators varied

with group membership, all three groups had similar attitUdes toward the rele-
..

vance of all six cost factors to prodUction of sophisticated clinical programs.
*

This similality'in viewpoints may, be ehT, .69 any one or a dambination of three
. .

6

factbrs: the tempering effectof broad CAI experience in a university setting;

the newnessof CAI in medical education and Iligher education generally; and the

universality= of cost issues such as rewards for research on teaching, evalua-

tion;leccountability and the "new depression" in higher education.

# )

Tempering gffect'of Prior CAI Experience - In.light of theCAI experience

of two thirds of the ladhanastrators in Group 1 and the existence of CAI effarti

their hare institutions, it seemed reasonable to predict that the administra7

tors in this group would have had significantly more favorable attitudes toward

the cost factors underinvestigatimthan administrators in Groups 2 and 3.

This prediction was nat sustained.

n egplanation for the similarity between tlkopinions of Group 1 and those

of the remaining two groups. may be 'that the broad exp4rierloa, of the administra-

tors in Group 1 served as a tempering force. That is, the issue of'development

and diffusion of sophisticated clinical programs is fundamentally dependent on

Changes in policies, ideas and instructional management patterns. The difficul-

ty involved in initiating these changes contributes LO the rejection of innova-

tions that deviate radically fromitclassical modes of teaching-learning. Men,.

Confronted with powerful conflict points such as lack of funds, the autono6y

and disinterest of faculty members, irresponsive reward systems, rigid Icl and

space patterns, inadequate) time for development and laCk'Ofan established set

of guidelines and procedures for both the course development and costing functions,
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Group 1 adninistratais may have Keen forced into a choixe !lard cn practicality

,

rather than ideology. Their assessment of the its in each subscale may have

been tempered by what they perceived as the present eCcncmict technical or

institutional feasibility of the reccrmr.ndaticns made. Consequently, as'a group,

to.
.

the administrators may have resp6*dconservatively to the authorship, distri-
1'. 7

bution, replacement, and training.subScalest with their Likert-scale equivalent

mean scores falling between 3.0 and -4.0.

The Newness of CAI and .Cost Estimation Carputer-assiSted instruction," as

well as use of cast estimation techniques such as oost-effectiveness and cost-
>.

beriefit analysis, is an emerging technolcgi in medical, education and *her edu-
.

cation generally. Hence, the newness of the technologies anddthe questions that

the administrators May have iraised.a.bout them because of their newness may haVe
1.

transcended the `experience differential which charactei&d each group- of admin-

istratos.
,

6

Although medical education'has Asstued a leadership role in CAI development

.for more than a decade, cbvelogrent efforts ham been primarily exploratory in

nature and limited to a few schccds. ,Rathermorie, most of the advances in inter-

.act fie systems and program production have beengemile.ed by three schools.

Chia State University, thetniversity'ofIllincisand Harvard Medical School

:

(Massachusetts C..neralHosbital)

,In addition, as an emerging technology CAI has not matured into an organized

. .

body of knowledge with a carefully defined structure based on tested assumptions

and theories. Basic research related to (1) the nature of CAI, (2) learning

Itheories soh tiS reinforcement and trahsfer in CAI envircn;ents, and' (3) viable

models,for processeSsuch as production,' marketing and evaluation in a Universitt

setting is needed. In atlition, type issues of defrcnstrated effectivenr..;s, control

of programs, rewards andtraining have yet to be resolved.

*
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Consequently, it is possible that the trofcomPuter-assisted

instruction,, both as a developing discipline applied s ence, may have

confused admini.st6tors as well as splintered, their to 'define the role

of the muter in medical education.

Universality of Cost Issues. - CAI is

h4leredieatin. Universities are being with unprecedented fiscal

and social pressures. For example, the cos of education is rising signifi- '

cpntly faster than incorre flow. sIllepUbli is demanding that universities

demonstrate fiscal restraint and manageri /instructional accountability, while '

calling for instructional reform, timely livery of broader-armunity services,

open access and affirmative action.

In essence, the university is being asked to del'ionstrate.unity of purpose,

administrativedirectIon.and use of managemeht technologies which promise fisT

Cal control and timely decision making.. The nature of these pressures speaks

to the ina*placof the basic structure of the higher education establishment

ptcbably dominates th thinking of most university acin4istrators.
lw.

-Since,some'of the cost issues in this study touched on some universal prob-
.

9

,an era of transition in

higher education' (e.g., regards for teacher effectiveness and basic
,

on teaching, managerial and instructional accountability), it is possible

that he adminitrators were_ responding to these considerations rather than tb

cost it relates to production of sophisticated programs.
.

fl PLICXI WS OR CAI DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING

The chaljenge of the medical school adkliniitrator is not only to maintain

the 'organization but to generate fiscal. and instructional renewal based on

documentation of need and validatioarofthe legitimacy of decisions. The ulti-

mate challenge to the medical sOhool administrator is to create an organizational
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spirit resporisive to opportunities for innoVation.

practitioners 'and theorists in medical education assert that it

offers a unique opportunity for broad -based innovation and cost-reduction--'

if a repertoire of challenging course materials is made available. The devel-

opment and diffusion of clinical pr6grams, however, will ultimately depend

upon the-sensitivity"of the medical school administrator to (1) the capabili:

ties of the computer as an educationally -effective, cost-saving technology and

(2). the dynamids of the' process of .innovation. %,

The results of this. study imply (1) that medical school administrators
.

are sensiti to cost factors essential to'the development of sophisticated

It clinical programs and'(2) that they are probably ready to listen to arguments

foeuse or expanded use of prbgrams in clinical education. However, the re-
.

sults also suggest that administratois are uncertain about three basic issues:

distribution, replacement, and post-effectiveness.

The uncertainty of the administrators with respect to distributiin probably

reflects the ,lack of a stable body of practices and procedures related to the

marketing fimdion. The implication here is that experts in the_ field of CAI--.
Should address thiS area or that the state of the art of course development suggest

that distribution should, be a future concern, Yet, it is enoouraging

the administrators recognize that transferability of programs, rigorous testing,

and same staaardization of lapguages would facilitate diffusion effort-
4

The indecision of 'the administrators regarding replaoment probably reflects

the tendency in higher education to add on change in instructional program xa-

ther than to reallocate resources in support of the most p±omisi instructional

approaches. The implication of thii tendency is serious, for the computcx

not have a powerful economic impact on medical education unless Ttplacemeht of
0

some kind occurs at a reasonable point in the implementation process. 1%. ,Llea
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clinical proaMs will simply represent an acid -on cost--a_luxury which medical

educaticin cannOt afford. The implication there is that in the initial planning

for course development and:implementation, all of the Changed which must; occur

to facilitate effective utilization of programs, as well as realization of po-

tential cost savings, should be examined.

The =certainty of the administOtors in regard to cost-effectiveness

el.

.)

'

probably reflects the newness oftthis.decisicp-making tool in educaticnal.set7
c 0

,

tings. Consequently, the impliCation is that use of cost analysis, in higher

eacation is an area which will require considerable del/elogrent before admin-

istrators can use it as an effective and fair decision-making tool.
.

Another implication.of this study is that medical school administra

indeed sensitive to the basic principles of innovation. For instance their

decided agreement with Incentives and evaluation may imply that (1) they-recog-

nize that new rewards will be required to stimulate faculty involvement in CAI

development and (2) that innovation requires a sisters approach 6 evaluation.

An examination of the structural character of the home institutions of the

three groups of administratOrs revealed that medical schools are also sensitive

to the need for new structures to manage change. This is evident in 204chools

in Group 1 and 4 in Group 2, which have already instituted new offices or admin-

.

istrive posts Tor monitoring the process of innovation at the administrative

level. This may imply that medical schools are gearing themselves for innova-

tion and that they are particularly sensitive to opportunities for promising

change.

In,surmary, the results of this study suggest that medical school admin-

istrators are receptive to cost factors relevant to °aurae development. _However,

their views of basic 'abases of the production process and key cost issues such

as cost-effectiveness and cost savings will probably remain conservative until.

19
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there are-data available on 1).effective Obdels and procedures for production,

(2) the educational effectivenessof-programs and, (3) the requirements for

realizing CAI cost savings. A curious observation was that despite the finan-

cial plight of medical schools, adninistf.citors tend to question whether sophis-

ticated programs should represent an add-on or reptement cost.

CCLICLUSIONS

_

The results of this study led to several conclusions. They were as follows:

1. Medical school administrators with broad CAI experience tend to have

similar attitudes to the relevance of the following cost factors to

production of'sophisticated clinical programs as medical administrators

with little or no background in CAI: authorship, incentives, distri-

bution, replacement, evaluticn, and training.

2.' Medical school administrators are generally receptive to the relevance

of authorship, incentives, evaluation, and training to production of

sophisticated clinical programs.

3. Medical "school administrators would probably be more receptive to dis-

tributiatkif they had access o data which: identified the requirements

sod procedures for effectivt performance of the dissemination function.

SiMilarly, they would be more receptive to replacement as an approach

to cost justification for progriuroduction if data were available on

the requirements for replacement.

4. Medical school administrators express unceFtainty about the role cost-

effectiveness should play in the production of sophisticated clinical

Programs. It
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Table 1

Subscale Be liabilities

Subscale
If .

Alpha
Coefficient

Sp*earman-a-a44
Index

(Step-uR Unit --40 Items)

1. Authorship 4 .22 .73

2. Incentives 3 .48 ,.93-

3. Distribution 7 -.21 .60

4. Replacement 5 .42
,c

.85

5. Evaluation -4 .37 `.85

6. 5 .3014 - .77

122



Table 2

Group Means, Standard Deviations, and
Likert Scale Equivalent Means

Subsc;:ale Group 1 (E48)

}ban Likert
(S.D.) Means

Grcui. 2 (N=23)

Mean Likert
(S.D.) Means

Group 3 0=8)

Mean Likert
(S.D.) Means

1. Authorship 14.71 3.68 14.52 3.63 14.25 . 3.56

(1.99) (1:81) (1.83)

2. Incentives 12.63 4.21 11.91 3.97 12.00 4.12

(1.63) '(1.62) (0.76)

3. Distribution 24.31 3.47 24.61 3.52 24.38 3.49

(3.30) (2.62) (2.88)

4: Replacement 16.06 3.21 16.61 3.32 17400 3.27

(2.00) (2.73) (1.69)

5. Evaluation 16.98 4.24 17.09 4.27 16.88 4.25

(1.82) (1.59) (1.13)

6. Training 19.13 3.82 19.17 3.83 19.11 3.83,

(2.02) (2.00) (2.00)

,

0


